The concept of assemblage has captured the attention of critical social scientists, including those interested in the study of policy. Despite ongoing debate around the implications of assemblage thinking for questions of structure, agency, and contingency, there is widespread agreement around its value as a methodological framework. There are now many accounts using assemblage inflected methodologies of various sorts as analytical tools for revealing, interpreting, and representing the worlds of policy-making, though few are explicit about their methodological practice. In this paper, we identify a suite of epistemological commitments associated with assemblage thinking, including an emphasis on multiplicity, processuality, labour, and uncertainty, and then consider explicitly how such commitments might be translated into methodological practices in policy research. Drawing on a research project on the development and enactment of homelessness policy in Australia, we explore how three methodological practices-adopting an ethnographic sensibility, tracing sites and situations, and revealing labours of assembling-can be used to operationalise assemblage thinking in light of the challenges of conducting critical policy research.
1 The terms assemblage thinking and assemblage theory are used interchangeably in the research literature. For the purposes of this paper, assemblage thinking refers to a diverse set of research accounts that may or may not engage directly with formal theories of assemblage, such as those of Deleuze and Guattari, or De Landa (see Müller (2015) for an overview of assemblage theory). Accounts that practice versions of assemblage thinking tend to display a relational ontology and some level of adherence to the four epistemological commitments discussed later in this paper.
vision brought to bear on empirical phenomena. Sifting through the substantial number of accounts using assemblage thinking, we can identify four commitments common to those using assemblage methodologically. These are commitments to revealing multiplicity, processuality, labour, and uncertainty.
First, assemblage methodologies demand that research phenomena be approached as the "product of multiple determinations that are not reducible to a single logic" (Collier and Ong 2005: 12) . In acknowledging that "neither assemblages nor their various components necessarily display internal coherence" (M c Guirk and Dowling 2009: 180) , assemblage thinking's commitment to an assumption of multiplicity supplants recourse to claims of singular lines of determination in any given situation. In the context of governmental interventions, this offers a way to unpack the ensemble of interacting, sometimes contradictory, projects, actors, and materials that cohere in 'policy' (Li 2007) . This way of approaching policy, according to McCann (2011: 146) , positions otherwise hegemonic systems and discourses "as contingent assemblages, constituted by a range of forces and interests that may not be as internally coherent and unassailable as they often seem". The ontological assumption of multiplicity-and, relatedly, of over-determination-highlights assemblage thinking's insistence on non-linearity and contingency, which can be downplayed or erased in orientations more prone to seeking the presence and power of the structural and the systemic (McFarlane and Anderson 2011) . In other words, the determinants of policy outcomes in any given situation are not linear, cannot be predetermined, and are an empirical question, resolved contingently in specific contexts, as assemblages of heterogeneous actants cohere, and the properties and capacities of these actants are variously mobilised (see M c Guirk et al. 2016) The assumption of multiplicity does not seek to deny the effect of power asymmetries that differentially position certain actors, knowledges, and places. Rather it aims to situate structures in the diverse and dynamic contexts in which they take shape and give shape, necessitating empirically rich accounts able to reveal how structural effects are realised through a congested field of projects, actors, and ambitions. M c Guirk and Dowling's (2009: 177) account of an ostensibly neoliberal governance arena, private residential estates, shows how an assumption of multiplicity revealed "the practical co-existence of multiple political projects, modes of governance, practices and outcomes" that, for the most part, had gone unnoticed in accounts quick to assert the salience of neoliberal determinants. Through an assemblage reading, their account provides a means to understand actually existing neoliberalisation, using McFarlane's (2011b: 379) words, "not as a singular, circulating encompassing hegemonic force, but as a contingent set of translating logics that have to be enacted in practice". In assemblage methodologies, multiplicity is thus an interpretative strategy used to displace presumptions of structural coherence and determination. Recent works such as Fast Policy (Peck and Theodore 2015) and Give a Man a Fish (Ferguson 2015)-both major contributions to critical policy scholarship-practice an assumption of multiplicity as a means to understand the polyvalent, adaptive, and politically alloyed quality of policy-making and implementation. Whether the ultimate explanatory goal is understanding the neoliberal moment or its nascent 'others', an assumption of multiplicity remains an invaluable analytical manoeuvre for critical policy scholars, and it is one that assemblage methodologies put front and centre.
Second, assemblage methodologies are committed to processuality. Indeed, part of the way assemblage thinkers act on the assumption of multiplicity is by collapsing structure and agency into a concern with process (Tonkiss 2011: 584). As Wise ( 
Practices for the study of policy-making
After specifying the epistemological commitments reflected across assemblage methodologies, we now turn toward more grounded terrain. We move from discussing abstract commitments to the task of operationalising those commitments for the study of policy-making. This requires the specification of methodological practices. Of course, given that assemblage methodologies can be applied to diverse empirical phenomena, these practices will necessarily require further tailoring to align them with the nature of the empirical case under investigation 2 . In light of the interest critical policy scholars have shown in assemblage methodologies, we focus on the specific opportunities and challenges facing studies of policy-making. We propose three practices that help operationalise the commitments of assemblage methodologies for such studies: (i) adopting an ethnographic sensibility, (ii) tracing sites and situations, and (iii) revealing labours of assembling.
geographers have increasingly reconfigured their methodological foci, away from static and spatially-tethered notions of policy-making towards its understanding as an unruly assemblage of territorialised and relational elements (McCann and Ward 2010; Barber 2013) . We align with McCann and Ward (2012) who find that attending to the sites and situations implicated in the making of policy offers a way to escape the methodological-analytical constraints of the bounded research field and explore the active and unpredictable composition of policy 3 . They advocate an approach that inductively and iteratively traces people, discourses, and policy ideas to particular localised sites and examines their embedding in wider social and spatial situations. Sites, in this sense, might include a conference hall, a social service facility, the offices of a ministry, or the administrative territory of a city, while situations might relate to prevailing notions of best practice or a hegemonic political-ideological project that exists beyond, but is nonetheless constituted by, particular sites. Drawing on assemblage thinking, their framing of the 'field' or the 'study area' as a series of interrelated sites and situations 4 whose interrelation is traced over the course of a research project corresponds with "the composite and relational character of policies … [and] the various social practices that gather, or draw together, diverse elements of the world into relatively stable and coherent 'things' " (McCann and Ward 2012: 43) . Aligning with the commitment to uncertainly associated with assemblage thinking, they add that such an approach "encourages and rewards a methodological openness and flexibility" (43).
In our study of Housing First policy-making in Australia, the methodological practices of tracing sites and situations meant resisting the impulse, common in policy research, to rely on static jurisdictional territories to frame our analysis. We made no assumption that the 'Australian experience' could be framed as what occurs within the nested territorial hierarchy of the Australian state, with prescribed relations between the local, regional, and national scales or clear,
observable distinctions between what lies within and beyond those scales. Rather we allowed for these relations and their spatialities to emerge empirically. As is increasingly acknowledged, these
